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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the credibility dimensions
underlying standard and nonstandard speech in respect to
concept-scale interaction, even though the findings suggest that the
factors underlying reactions to nonstandard speech might differ fronm
those underlying reactions to standard speech. The subjects,
thirty-two college students enrolled in an introductory speech
course, received four randomized treatments. Each treatment consisted
of four #40-second tapes. Two modern language instructors read a -
passage from Aristotle, first in standard English and then in foreign
.accented English. This process yielded two standard English passages,
one Spanish-accented English passage, and one French-accented English
passage. The subjects listened to the tapes in varying orders
depending upon their treatment groups and then responded to a
credibility scale. The results indicated that concept-scale
interactions exist even when the concept is operationalized as
variations in accent. The dynamism factor disappeared and the
authoritativeness factor gained a negative valence when the first
speaker switched from standard English to Spanish~accented English.
The authoritativeness factor adopted a negative sign and the
character factor a positive when switching from 'standard English to
French-accented English. (WR) :
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THE FACTOR STRUCTURE OF STANDARD AND FOREIGN ACCENTED ENGLISH SPEECH

In 2 classic article Lambert et al. argued that "spoken lengusge is
an ldentifying feature of nembers of & national or cultural group and
any listener's attitude toward members of a particular group should
generalize to the language they uee."1 Similaxrly the drodibility reactions
to a spoken language should be sinilar to reactions elicited in interaction
with those pereaived as merbers of a group that use it. But becausg
the use of a particﬁlar langﬁagé i & feature of all menbers of'a national
or cultural group, the cradibllity attributed to one member of the language |
‘group per se should reflsct listeners credibility reactiona to the group
habitually using it.

Little research has measured the effects of forelgn lanéuages upon
the reactions of American listsners and this acarqity provided the ériginal
motivation for this study end deterrined its descriptive n;ture. This
paper presents a study that describves the dimensions underlying the
credibility reactions that Southwestern American listeners attribute to
foreign accented Engl;sh spoech, T%ese dimensions may be manipulated
Y3 1ndependept variables in future experimental research which cogld measure

such phenomena as attitudinal dnd bshavioral change.

Credibility
The past decade has seen increaging attention paid to tﬁe'mcasuroment

and nanipulation of ethos or crédibility. Researchers have shared Aristotle'sl
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awarencss that credibility rapresents several underlying dimensions and
factor analytic techniques have revealed the following dlmenslons which
may serve as a conceptual definition of the construct: agreeableness,
extroveruion,‘emotional stability, corscienclousness, aﬁd culture;2
character and authorativeneés;3 objoctivity;u dynamicm; competence, and
8ociab111ty;5 and similarity.6 Mozt resesrchers have operationalized
credibility ar responses to semantic differential type ascales} scales
which are suseeptible to concept-scale interaction and havae low
genoralizability among qbncopts.7 This study usea this operationalization
of credibility and compg;és the factor structure of concepts opérationnlized
as standard English and foreign accented English speech.

The followling review of the literature treats two types of vooal
variables which influence credidility; individusl vocal characteristics
and language group vocai characteristics, The methodology, results, and

diacussion sections follow the raview.

Personal Mocal Characteristics and Credibility

The literature reveals several studies which measure the influsace
of personzl vocal characteristics such as fluency, pitch, 2nd rate on
credibility. These studles are relevant to this report to the extent
that forelgn accented English spesech reflects these personal vocal
characteristics, Miller and Hewgill? .Jereno and Hawkins,9 and McCroskey

10

and Mehrley = report an inverse relationship between the number of non-

fluencies and the speaker's consequent credibility ratings. In addition,
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several other resoarchers, Addington,1 Pearce, Pearce and Conklin,

and Pearce and Brommel.iu reveal that vocal characteristics such &s




pitch and rate have a dofinite influence on credibility ratings of the

sypeaker.

Natlonal/Cultusal Group Vocal Characteristics

The section section of the roview of literature dsscribes the
influence of selected language group vocal characteristics on credidllity.
The review cites four representative studies that describe the effects of

(a) socio-economic diale&ts, (v) regional dialects, and (c) ethnic
dialects on the consequent credibility attributed to the speaker
1dentified =5 a menber of one of thiese groups. Each of these siudies
deals with a variation of American English and indicates that language
quaiiiies as minute as class gﬁd regional variations in English can
influence cfedibility.

A person's speoch carries class markers as shown by Putman and O'
Hern}5 Harms,16 and Labov.17 Harms18 reported a significant correlation
between the status and credibility ratings attributed to speskers. He
concluded that high claes and high credibility were related as did oe >
in a replication of the Harms study.

20

American English has ssveral reglonal dialects and Burk™ xreported

that college students in Montana could i1dentify &ix of these. Toomb g}_&l-zi
compared five reglonal accents and reported that subjects in Illinols
rate& the New York dialect higher on dynamism and lower on sociability
than General' Amerlcan, Northeastern, and Southeastern dialects. Of the
five, the Southern dialect was rated lowest on composuré and compstencs.

A spoaker's voigé carries ethnic coxrrelates and these ethnic markers
can influence the credidbility attridbuted to a sparker percsived to be a

O
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nember of an ethnic group. Buck found that both black and white listeners
rated standard English speakers higher on the credibility dimensions
of trustworthiness andchmpetenc; than identifiable Negro spcakers.zz
One may conclude that voc#l characteristics, be they the fluency,
piteh, and rate of 1lndividual speakers or the language group vocal
~characteristics of soclo-econemic, regional, and ethnic dialects,
definitely influence credibility. The trend of the results suggests
that speakers of standard English speech obtain higher credibility
ratings than speakers of non-standard English spesch. Unfortunately,
no study investigated the credidbility dimoqsions underlying such standard
and non-standard spéech 19 respact to concept-scale interaction even
though the findings sugéest that the factors underlying réactions to
non-standard spesech might diffef from those underlying reactions to
standard speech. The followins'section of this report describes

a study which conducted such a description.




METHOD

The first section of this paper reviewed the literature measuring
the effecis of vocal characteristics on credibility. This ssction develops
the procedures, design, variables, and method of analysis used in testing

the predictions advanced in the first section of the report.

Procedures

Subjects. The subjects (n = 32) were studsnts enroled in introduct~
ory speech courses at the University of Oklshoma. They were tested
ﬁuring both regular class pericds and at speclal evening sessions in
April and May of 1972. The great majority of sibjects were second ssm;ster
‘freshmen whose average age was 18. Generalizability of the resulis of
this descriptive study will be technically limited to statements about
the population from which they have been selected, i. e. students in the
basic course in Bpeech Communication;

Sampling Procedures. Four classes from the population of basic spsech

courses which had not taken part in pridr research projects were chosen
for this study. These sections consisted of the avallable populatién st
the time of testing.

Testing Procedure. At the beginning of the testing session each

member of each group of subjects recaived a response booklet pontaining
a letter of introduction and four sets of credibility ecales.

After the subjects completed reading the letter of introduction



the ressarcher activated the first treatment tape at 3.5 IPS. and at the
standard volume setting. Following each treatment, subjects were instructed
to respond to the first set %f credibllity scales. An identical process

was followed after each of ths romalning three treatments. At each )
of the testing sessions the order of the treatment tapes was aliered

to it the requirements of a standard Lstin Square design. Thiin, the
iisteners in Group A heard the treatment tapes in the order a, b, ¢, d;
listeners in Group B heaxrd the tapes 1In the order b, ¢, d, &} listeners

in Group C heard the tapés in the order ¢, d, a, by waile listeners

in Group D heard the tapes in the order d, 2, b, c.

Design

For this panel study, subjocts received four treatments randomized
undexr ths gestrictions of the latin Square design.23 fhis alternative
to randomized treatments was suggested by Winer to control for potential

bias caused by sequsnce interactions with the dependent variables.zu

¢ Forelgn Accented English Speech: The Indeﬁéndent Variadble
The treatment tapes were four 40 second.audio tapes produced at

3.5 IFS on a Wollensak portable tape recorder. Adépting the matched guise
techniqucz5 two female Oklahoma born modern language instructors
road a passage from Aristotle, first, in standard Egglish and then in
forelgn accented English. This process ylelded two standard English
rassages, one Spanish accented English passage, and one Franch accented
English passag;. The four passages were placed on a master tape separated
by white leader tapo. ' !

Three sraduate students 1dentified the accent group to which

each tape bolonged and rated each accent on a five roint degree of

Q




accentuation scale. E€ach corractly identified the accent group of the

tape and rated the accents as extreme.

-’

‘Credibility: The Dependent meciure
! A semantic differential type scaie with 18 bipolar scales was
used to measure the credibility of the speakers.Z® McCroskey's
credibility scale factors into three dimensions which neasure the
authority, character, and dynaaism of the speaker. In oxrder to avoid
potentlial response biag the positive and negative poles of nine of ihe
18 scalee were randoaly switched.
Coding ranged from negative to positive such that a score at the
negative pole received a numerical value of one and a score at the
,'positive Fole recelved a numerical valus of seven. Data wers transferred

to computer cards prior to analysis.

: Analyels |
Data weroranalysed by means of factor analytic techniques. The.
progran provided a rrinciple components solution and an oithogonal
Ivarinax rotation of the data.




RESULTS

Three criteria were used in the interpetation of the factor snalysis
used in this studys (1) a factor must consist of at least two scales
with loadings of 0.50 or vetterZ’ (2) each scals must have a loading
28 ana (3)
each factor must coﬁtribute at least 11.56 percent of the total varlance

of at least G.40 on the fastar to be considered significant;

(square of Pearson Prodﬁct Moment correlation required for significance
with af = 30). Further, scales were considered pure if they loaded
less than 0.30 on any other other factor;29 heavy if they load
0.75-0.99 on the factor; moderate if they load 0.60-0.75 on the faﬁtor;
and 1light if they lcad 0.40-0.60 cn the factor.

Table 1 1llustrates the factor structure of respondents credibiiity

reactions to the firat espeaker's standard English guise. Three factors

insert Table 1 atout hers

account for 53.03 percent of the total variance. . Factor one represents
expertise with thres pure scales and two.scales with moderate loadings
on the factor. The'following three scales load purely on expertises
expert-inexpert, intslligent-unintelligent; and qualified-unqualified
while the following two scales load moderately on the factorj reltable-
unréliable'and informed-uninformed. |

Factor two rerrosénts cheracter and three scales load purely on the
factor and two scales load wedkly on the factor. The ﬁ:iendly-uni‘riendl);,
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TABIE 1

FACTOR STRUCTURE OF CREDIBILITY RATINGS ATTRIBUTED TO STANDARD ENGLISH

FEMAIE SPEECH
VARIABIE/FACTOR I I 111
DISHONEST-HONEST | .39 L W2k .0l
FRIENDLY-UNFRIENDLY .06 .88 .23
PLEASANT-UNPLEASANT -.05 .87 " 2
AWFUL-NICE 16 © .73 12
UNSELFISH-SELFISH .07 46 .19
SINFUL~VIRTUOUS .39 -. 14 .07
EXPERT-INEXPERT .90 .02 ' Ol
RELIABLE-UNRELIABIE .65 A1 13
UNINFORMED-INFORMED .73 : .02 13
UNQUALIFIED-QUALIFIED .78 .09 ' .25
INTELLIGENT-UNINTELLIGENT .82 .16 .08
WORTHIESS-VALUABLE .39 49 .23
ACTIVE-PASSIVE .23 37 " .68
WEAK~AGGRESSIVE .10 .20 .89
TIRED-ENERGETIC b3 : .35 .69
EMPHATIC-HESITANT .02 N .22
BOLD-TIMID .02 . .15 : .70

FAST-SLOW .10 . .26 43




pleasant-unpleasant, and nice-awful scales load purely on character while

selfich-unzelfish and valuable-worthless load weakly on the factor.
Factor three represents dyasnism and has txo pure lcadings, two

moderate loadings, and ons weak loading. The aggroscive-weak and

energetic-tired scales load purely on dynanmismi the active-passive

and the bold-timid scales load moderatoly on the factori and the fast-

slow scale loads weakly on the Tactor.

Table 2 shows the factor structure of the respondents reactiors to

insert Table 2 about hers

the first speaker's Spanish accented English speech. Two factors smerge
and account for 27.88 percent of the total e¢ariance. The first factor
represents expartise and two scales, expert-inexpert and qualified-
unqualified lcad purely on the factor while informed-uninformed and
intelligent-unintelligent load weakly on the factor. The second factor
represents character and has two pure loadingss friendly-unfriendly and
pleasant-unpleasant.

Table 3 demonstrates fhe factor structure underlying reactlions
to the second standard English speaker. Four factors accownt for 62.50
percent of the variance. Factor one representd dynanism and has two

scales with pure loadings, three with msderate loadings, and one with

'a weak loading. The active-passive and the aggressive-weak scales load
purely on dynanmism; the emphatic~-hesitant, told-timid, and the fast-
glow scelos load moderately on the factor while the energetic-weak qcalo
loads weakly.

The second factor represents expertise and txo scales load pursly,
one loads heavily, ones loads moderately, and two load very weakly on the




TABLE 2

FACTOR STRUCTURE OF CREDIBILITY ATTRIBUTEDR TO SPANISH ACCENTZD ENGLISH

FEMALE SPEECH

VARIABIE /FACTOR 1 II
DISHONZST-HONEST .26 .04
FRIENDLY-UNFRIENDLY -.16 .90
PIEASANT-UNPLEASANT -.26 .89
AYFUL~NICE .00 .20
UNSELFISH-SELFISH -17 .10
SINFUL-VIRTUOUS -.05 -+00
EXPERT-INEXPERT -.86 14
RELIABLE-UNBELIABLE -.31 .24
UNINFORMED-INFORMED -.53 .28
UNQUALIFIED-QUALIFIED -.35 .29
INTELLIGENT-UNINTELLIGENT -.49 12
WORTHILESS-VALUABLE -.25 .18
ACTIVE-PASSIVE -.10 .10
WEAX-AGGRESSIVE -.16 Ab
TIRED-ENERGETIC -.27 A4
EMPHATIC-HESITANT -.11 W3
BOLD-TINID -.13 .07

FAST-SIOW -. 67 .06
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the factor. The informed-uninformed and the valuable-worthless scales

load purely on dynamism, the expert-inexpert scale loads heavily, the
qualified-unqualified scale ioads moderately, while the reliable-umreliable
and the intelligeunt-unintslligent scales load quits weakly.

The third and fourth factors repgresent charscter 2nd all scaleos load
negatively on these factors. Two scales, friendly-unfriendly and pleasant~
unplessant load purely on the factor (3) while a thixd, nice-awtul,
loads weakly on the factor. One scazle, honest-dishonest, has a purs
lcading on factor four; one scale has a moderate loading, sinful-unsinful;

and the third, nice- awful, has a wsak loading on charscter.

ingert Table 3 abcut hers

Tatle 4 represents the credibility reactions of listeners to the

insert Table & about here

second speaker using a French accentsd English guise. Three factors
account for 62.85 percent of the total variunce. The first factor
repressnts charucter with pure loadings on three scales, modefate loadings
on two scales, and a weak loading on on~ scale. The plsasunt-unpleasant,
nice-awful, and selfish-unselfish scales load purely on character; the
honest-dishonest, viftuous—sinful, and valuable-worthless scales load
moderately on the factor; while the friendly-unfriendly scale loads

weakly on charactor.‘

The second factor represents dynamism and three scales load pursly,
one scale loads heavily, two scales load roderately, and ona scale loads
weakly on dynamism., The aggressive-weak, emphatic-hesitant, and bold-
timid scales load purely on dynamisn, the fast-slow scale loads hesavily,

the energetic-tirad scale loads moderately, and the active-passive scale



TABLE 3
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FACTOR STRUCTURE OF CREDIBILITY RATINGS ATTRIBUTED TO STANDARD ENGLISH

FEMALE SPEECH
VARIABLE/FACTOR i II 111 v
DISHONEST-HONEST -.09 .28 -.17 -.86
FRIENULY-UNFRIENDLY 14 .30 - -.20
PLEASANT-UNPLEASANT .18 .25 -.83 -.14
AWFUL-NICE .25 31 -.47 -.56
UNSELFISH-SELFISH 19 .32 -.23 -.22
SINFUL-VIRTUOUS -.10 43 -.13 -. 66
EXPERT-INEXPERT .08 .79 -.16 -.28
RELIABIE-UNRELIABLE -.00 1 -.23 -.27
UNINFOF.E D-INFORMED 13 .76 -.25 -.30
UNQUALIFIED-QUALIFIED .09 72 -.24 -4
INTELLIGENT-UNINTELLIGENT -.09 45 -.38 -.21
WORTHIESS-VALUABLE .06 .78 -.16 -.08
ACTIVE-PASSIVE .82 16 .00 - 02
WEAK-AGGRESSIVE .86 .09 -.11 -.15
TIRED-ENERGETIC .57 A7 -.47 -.09
EMPHATIC-HESITANT .61 .01 -.21 -.05
_ BOLD-TIMID 73 -.02 -.15 .25
FAST-SLOW .75 -.02 -.07 .09

—
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TABIE &4

FACTOR STRUCTURE OF CREDIBILITY RATINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FRENCH ACCENTED ENGLISH

FEMALE SPEECH
VARIABLE/FACTOR I 11 111
DISHONEST-HONEST .65 -.01 -.52
' FRIENDLY-UNFRIENDLY .56 .19 -.12
PLEASANT-UNPLELANT .83 .15 T
AWFUL-NICE .82 .16 .08
UNSELFISH-SELFISH .88 -.10 -.19
SINFUL-VIRTUOUS .69 -.10 -.10
EXPERT-INEXPERT .09 .22 | -.86
RELIABIE-UNRELIAZIE .33 .23 -.70
UNINFORMED-INFORMED .04 16 -4 58
UNQUALIFIED-QUALIFIED A0 .11 -.86
INTELLIGENT-UNINTZLLIGENT .37 .29 -.67
WORTHLESS~-VALUABLE .60 -.08 -.45
ACTIVE-PASSIVE 12 . 54 -.08
WEAK-AGGRESSIVE .01 .85 -
TIRED-ENERGETIC .15 .62 -.27
EMPHATIC-HESITANT -.16 .82 -.05
- BOTD-TIMID Ol .81 - 24

FAST-SLOW .20 .78 -.28
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TABIE 5

COMMUNALITIES OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS UNDERLYING CREDIBILITY REACTIONS TO

STANDARD AND FOREIGN ACCENTAD FZMALE ENGLISH SPEECH

2
VARIABLE/ACCENT Eng Sp i Eng Sp
DISHONEST-HOREST .20 .06 .84 .68
FRIENDLY-UNFRIENDLY .82 .83 .70 .35
PLEASANT-UNPLEASANT .80 .85 .77 .73
AVFUL-NICE .56 L4 .68 .69
UNSELFISH-SELFISH .23 .03 .22 .80
SINFUL-VIRTUOUS .16 .00 .63 47
EXPERT-INEXPERT .80 .75 it .78
RELIABLE-UNRELIABIE i A4 .28 .65
UNINFORMED- INFORMED .53 .36 .72 .35
UNQUALIFIED-QUALIFIED .67 .79 .76 .76
INTELLIGENT-UNINTELLIGENT .69 .25 .38 .64
WORTHIESS-VALUABLE i .09 .63 .56
ACTIVE-PASSIVE .65 .00 .69 .30
WEAK-AGGRESSIVE i .01 .76 .73
TIRED-ENERCETIC .67 .09 .57 47
EMPHATIC-HESITANT .0l .10 A .60
BOLD-TIMID .50 .01 .61 .70

PAST-SIOW .25 40 .56 .70
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TABIE &

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR BY SIGNIFICANT FACTORS UNDERLYING
CREDIBILITY REACTIONS TO STANDARD ANIY FOREIGN ACCEZKTED FEMAIE ENGLISH SPEECH

AND THEIR EIGEN VALUES

Percentage Variance/tigzn Value

ABGENT/FACTOR 1 1I . III Iv
STANDARD ENGLISH1 20.69 15.52 16.84
3.72 3.03 2.79
SPANISH ACCENTED ENGLISH 16.15 11.73
2.9t 2.11
STANDARD ENGLISHZ 18.98 18.79 12.54 12.18
3,42 3,38 2.26 2.19
FRENCH ACCENTED ENGLISH 22.72 20.39 16.74
k.09 3.67 3.55
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loads weakly.

The thixd factor represents expertise cnd has two scales losding
puwrely, two scales loading noderately, and two scales loading weakly.
The export-inexpert and the qualified-unqualified scales load purely
on expertise, the reliable-unreliable and the iﬁtelligent-unintelligcnt
scales losd moderately, while the informed-uninforiced and valusble-
worthless scales load weakly on expertise. Each scale has a negative

loading on this factor.
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! DISCUSSION

The analysis of the data reveals the predicted concept ecele inter-

action betweed concepts operaticnalized as stenderd and forsign
accented English spesch and McCroskey's semantic differentizl type
credibility scale. A corncept scale interaction implies a uniqus
relationship between the concept measured and the séales comprising
the semantic differential type measurement.BO The following alterations
in the factor structure of credibility attributed to a speaker using

~ standard English and foreign accentod English gulses suggest the
existance of the interactions (1) the dyramism factor disspaeared
and the authorstiveness factor galned a negutive valence when the first
spoaker switched from her standard English to her Spanish accented
English gulse; and (2) the authorativeness factor adopted a negztive
sign while the character factor adopted & positive sign wnen the
second speaker switched from her standard English guise to her French
accented English guise, Oné may conclude that concept-scale interactions
exist even when the concept is operationalized as varlaticns in accents.

An exploration into the causes of this alteration of factor structure

seems called for. The authorativeness dimension of McCroskey's credibility
scale apparently accounts for most of this alteration as in both cases
valences switched from positive to nogative upon alteration cf accent.

This follows as listeners attributed lower authorativeness ratings to
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the first speaker's Spenish accented gulse than to her standard English
. gulse while they attritutsd higher ratings to spsaker # 2's French
accented guise than to her standsard English gu150.31

The dynanism dizension of the semantic diffesrential dirsjpcared
‘as the first speaker switched froam her standard English guise 10 her
Spanigh accented English guise.32 Finally, the regative sign on the
character cinension of the semantic differential became vositive vhen
‘speaker # 2 switched from her standard English guise to her French
accented English guiss. This finding is consistent with the positive
stereotype ratings attributed to Franch accented female spsech in
soﬁe Canadian resea.rch.33

This study has sore limitations for which future research mﬁy
correct. The small n size (n = 32) allowed by the repeatsd meesures
element of the Latin Square design necessitated theI11.56 percent
of the variance explained criterion for each factc.. This high criterion
limited further exploration of the data in respect to potentially
relevant minor factors. Further, it is reccmmended that future ressarch
projects measure the dimensions underlyling standard and non-standard
male speech as sex may influence credibility ratings.Ba Finally, the
repeated measures design may have allowgd a learning or fatigue bias
to enter and influence the project's outcome. Future researchers
would be well advised to use larger numders of subjects, alter the sex

of the stimulus, and use independent measures designs.
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